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KRISTAN HAMLIN, SUPERIOR COURT 
J.D. OF FAIRFIELD AT 
BRIDGEPORT 

Plaintiff, JULY 3, 2021 

-against-  

  
JONATHAN STEINBERG and  
LISA NEWMAN   

Defendants. 
  x 

 
FIRST AMENDED VERIFIED COMPLAINT 

 

(JURY TRIAL DEMANDED) 
 

Plaintiff Kristan Hamlin (hereafter, “plaintiff” or “Hamlin”) complaining of Jonathan 

Steinberg (“Steinberg”), and Lisa Newman (“Newman”) (collectively, “defendants”), alleges as 

follows: 

NATURE OF THE ACTION 
 

1. This is a tort action for defamation under Connecticut common law against 

Jonathan Steinberg and Lisa Newman. 

2. This is a claim for fraudulent misrepresentation against Steinberg. Jonathan 

Steinberg falsely represented his background to plaintiff and other voters and volunteers, 

knowing that such representations were untrue, and induced plaintiff and others to rely and act 

upon that false information to her detriment. 
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THE PARTIES, VENUE AND JURISDICTION 
 

3. Plaintiff, Kristan Hamlin, is a resident of Westport, CT, and a senior member of 

the Westport, DTC, with service in numerous leadership roles at the DTC.  She also has served 

four terms in the local town legislature. 

4. The defendant Steinberg, is also a resident in Westport, CT, and lives at 1 Bushy 

Ridge Rd., Westport, CT.  He seeks to run for the First Selectman role in Westport. 

5. Defendant Lisa Newman is a resident of Westport, at 25 Cob Dr., Westport, CT.  She has 

intermittently served for the last two and a half years as the Campaign Chairman for Jonathan Steinberg’s 

campaigns in the town of Westport. 

6. This court has jurisdiction over the parties because they are all residents in Westport, Fairfield 

County, the acts described herein arose in and around Westport,  and the torts and injury occurred in and around 

Westport. All claims herein are state law claims.  As the state of Connecticut is where a substantial part 

of the events or omissions giving rise to these claims occurred, and the parties live here, venue is 

proper within this state. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 
 

A. Steinberg’s False Misleading Statements About His Background 
 

7. Defendant Steinberg advertises on Linked-In that he has worked as a marketing 

executive for JPS Marketing for the past fourteen years.  Upon information and belief, that 

assertion is entirely false. Ex. A. 

8. A review of the corporate registrations filed with the Connecticut Secretary of 

State shows that there is no such entity by the name of JPS Marketing or “JPS” plus any name that is 
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registered in the state as associated with Steinberg’s name or for which he works. Ex. B.  There is no 

Delaware-registered company by that name, either. 

9. There is, in fact, a trademarked organization called JPS Marketing in New Zealand 

and Australia, for which Steinberg has never worked.   

10. Upon information and belief, Steinberg’s public assertion that he has a company 

named JPS Marketing or that he has worked for one the last fourteen years is untrue.   

11. Upon information and belief, he has not worked in marketing during the past 

fourteen years, because his previous conduct with employers has rendered him unemployable in 

the marketing profession, because he cannot secure a good reference from his last or previous 

employer.    

12. His fraudulent misrepresentations about his professional background constitute a 

fraud on the voters and volunteers who supported his state representative candidacy, and his First 

Selectman candidacy.   

13. His Linked-in advertisement about his alleged career is misleading, at best. 

14. Upon information and belief, Steinberg has admitted to friends privately that he 

has been unable to get employment in the private sector for the last fourteen years, because he 

cannot get a reference from his prior employers.   

15. Plaintiff relied on Steinberg’s misstatements about Steinberg’s work history to 

her detriment when in reliance on his fraudulent misrepresentations, she spent numerous months 

in 2018 working on Steinberg’s campaign (writing his communications), threw fundraiser[s] for 

Steinberg  over the last decade,  and supported his challenges in 2013 when he challenged what he 

claimed was an unfair DTC Nominations Committee process 



4  

16. Jonathan’s in-office misconduct in previous employment involved petulance, an 

explosive temper, unhinged behavior and anger-management issues.   These troubling stories from 

prior employers about his temperamental and explosive in-office behavior have rendered him 

unemployable in the private sector, despite impressive academic credentials. 

17. Having no luck at any time in the last fourteen years to gain employment in the 

private sector because of his inability to overcome bad references and troubling accounts of 

unstable in-office behavior, Steinberg sought part-time work for three months a year in a low-

paying, elected state government position, were no employment reference would be necessary.  

However, because the pay is so miniscule, he has sought an elected position that is higher paying, 

such as the First Selectman position. 

18. Steinberg’s efforts to seek the First Selectman position met with failure in 2013.  

Concern was voiced that Steinberg could not be the Town’s head executive with hundreds of 

employees reporting to him, because of his proven record of instability and outbursts in an office 

situation. 

19. Steinberg’s inability to work in an in-office environment without retaliatory 

behavior, outbursts and vindictiveness resulted in the decision in 2013 that he could not be the 

Democratic candidate for First Selectman.  Unlike a part-time legislative position wherein he would 

only work a few months a year, and have no supervisory authority over employees, the First 

Selectman position requires that hundreds of employees report to the chief executive of a Town.  

Steinberg was deemed unfit for that larger role in which he would be the head administrator over 

hundreds of employees and the head executive of a town with an annual budget of approximately 

one quarter billion dollars. 

20. Steinberg challenged the Westport DTC’s decision in 2013 that he was unfit for 

the executive role on the grounds that the nominating process was biased and not fair.  Plaintiff 
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supported Steinberg’s right to challenge the fairness of the process in 2013.  Plaintiff supported 

Steinberg’s right to raise due process and bias arguments about the DTC Nomination Committee’s 

process, even if the actual merits of his candidacy were not there. 

21. Steinberg lost his challenge in the 2013 race before the general DTC at the 

caucus.   

22. Despite arguing in 2013 that bias in the Nominations Committee process was 

bad for local politics and democracy, Steinberg proved in 2021 that his principles were not 

central to his concerns in 2013.  He was ready, able and willing to employ similar unfair tactics to 

win in 2021 in his next effort to become First Selectman.  Steinberg then set out to ensure that he 

cultivated a biased process at the DTC in 2021, when he decided to run again. The conduct at 

issue on the part of Steinberg and others as set forth in this Amended Complaint is important 

context for Plaintiff’s claims for relief set forth herein. 

B. Cronyism and Quid Pro Quos to Secure the Nomination 

23. Steinberg knew that Melissa Katz-Kane was the closest Westport friend of 

Westport DTC Chair, Ellen Lautenberg, who has sole authority to appoint the DTC Nomination’s 

Committee.  Steinberg knew that Kane wanted to run in a town-wide election again, despite her 

consistent past failures in town-wide elections.   

24. Kane has made it known she seeks Steinberg’s position and wanted him to run 

for First Selectman, so she could run for his State Representative seat.  

25. Upon information and belief, Steinberg therefore conspired with Kane to enter 

into a corrupt deal, in which Kane would use her influence on Lautenberg to appoint a 

Nominations Committee weighted in Steinberg’s favor.  If nominated and elected for First 

Selectman with Kane’s help, then Steinberg’s state representative job would open up.    Once 
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Steinberg’s State Representative position potentially became available, Lautenberg would then 

appoint a nominations committee weighted in favor of Kane, and attempt to impose Kane on 

Westport voters as a candidate once again, and Steinberg agreed he would endorse Kane for his 

job as State Representative if she helped him secure Lautenberg’s support.   

26. In the summer of 2020, Lautenberg discussed with other officers this plan to 

choose Steinberg as the First Selectman.  Her expressly stated purpose was to free up Steinberg’s 

state representative job for Kane, who would then be able to have yet another shot at a town-wide 

election.  Lautenberg promoted this plan despite the fact that Westport voters repeatedly rejected 

Kane’s candidacy each time in the past eight years. Lautenberg’s fiduciary obligations to the 

DTC to promote good (respected) candidates most likely to win should have been given more 

weight than her personal friendship for Kane. Newman told plaintiff that Lautenberg told Lisa 

Newman that they should choose Steinberg to become the First Selectman candidate so his job 

would finally be freed for Lautenberg’s friend, Kane. In a conversation between Lautenberg and 

plaintiff months later, Lautenberg confirmed she had indeed said that. 

27. Newman and Lautenberg worked together during 2020 to manipulate elections 

to the executive committee and who was on the Nominations Committee.  Newman informed 

plaintiff in the late summer of 2020 that if she would forego running for the Executive 

Committee and let a district colleague have that spot, Lautenberg would put her on the 

Nominations Committee.  (Ex. E). Plaintiff agreed to that arrangement.  Newman tried to 

persuade plaintiff that the Executive Committee was virtually non-existent in 2020 anyway.  She 

explained that the DTC officers did not hold the election for Executive Committee spots in 

March as required by State Central Rules, as they did not want to seat Sal Liccione, who was the 
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only person running for the District 9 spot.  They wanted time to recruit someone to run against 

him. 

28. In the autumn of 2020, plaintiff inquired of Lautenberg how she could be 

running the DTC without an Executive Committee in place for three seasons, in violation of State 

Central Rules.  Plaintiff expressed concern that Lautenberg was running the DTC consulting with 

only two novice DTC members/officers (Newman and Mark Friedman), who each had relatively 

little DTC experience.  Lautenberg explained to plaintiff that there was no worry, because she 

had put Steinberg and Kane on the Executive Committee and consulted with them on everything.     

29. Lautenberg failed to appreciate that this conduct of her unilaterally appointing 

Steinberg and Kane to the Executive Committee was a violation of DTC Bylaws, which state that 

the Executive Committee shall be composed of elected district leaders and elected officers.  

Months later at a State Central hearing about Lautenberg’s violations of the Bylaws and State 

Central rules, Lautenberg admitted she had put Kane and Steinberg on the Executive Committee.  

Her explanation was revealing about how she believed that the rules did not apply to her:   She 

asserted at the hearing that she had the power to put anyone on the Executive Committee she 

wanted (despite what the Bylaws provided).  

30. In the early autumn of 2020, Newman wrote plaintiff a text message that she 

had already concluded that Steinberg was a “nightmare” as a candidate and could never win 

against the predicted Republican candidates, Jen Tooker and Andrea Moore.  See Ex. C 

(Newman’s assessment that Steinberg was a ‘nightmare’ as a candidate).  Newman also discussed 

orally with plaintiff what Newman described as Lautenberg’s cronyistic plot.  She lamented 

Lautenberg’s plan to turn the DTC inside out to run who Newman believed was a substandard 
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candidate, Steinberg, with a low chance of winning, simply to promote the political ambitions of 

a crony, Kane, who the Westport voters have repeatedly rejected for town-wide office. 

31. Newman shared with plaintiff complaints by Westport citizens that Steinberg 

was grumpy, dour, sour and a curmudgeon when he came to a Rotary lobster fest.  She expressed 

frustration that he did not like to campaign or raise money, and did not have what it takes to win 

a First Selectman race. See, e.g., ex. C. 

32. Given that Newman was working so closely with Steinberg and was his 

Campaign Chair twice, these close observations by Newman were deeply troubling.  Therefore, 

when two other experienced candidates submitted their names to run for First Selectman in or 

about the autumn of 2020, plaintiff expressed her enthusiasm for them in conversations with two 

persons that Lautenberg had determined would be on the Nominations Committee (Nevas and 

Friedman), both of whom openly expressed to plaintiff their support instead for Lautenberg’s 

preferred candidate, Steinberg.  

33. After learning that plaintiff made positive comments about those two other 

candidates, Lautenberg told plaintiff by email on New Year’s Eve 2020 that she was removing 

plaintiff from the Nominations Committee because she had expressed favorable opinions about 

two candidates other than Lautenberg’s choice, Steinberg.   

34. When plaintiff inquired why the DTC Vice Chair, and the Nomination 

Committee’s chair were allowed to express opinions favorable to Steinberg and still remain on 

the Nominations Committee, but plaintiff was not allowed to express favorable opinions of other 

candidates, Lautenberg had no answer.  She did not bother to explain the unscrupulous bait-and-

switch ploy she had used to manipulate the executive committee election in plaintiff’s district and 

to induce plaintiff to believe she would be on the Nominations Committee.  Plaintiff began to 
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understand that a sense of integrity was no bar to Lautenberg’s political machinations on behalf 

of Kane and Steinberg.  

35. In prior months, plaintiff had discussed with Lautenberg that Newman 

expressed concern that Lautenberg appeared to be willing to “turn the DTC inside out” to choose 

a First Selectman candidate less likely to win, simply to promote the ambitions of Lautenberg’s 

closest friend, Kane, a repeatedly failed candidate in town-wide elections.   

36. Plaintiff privately reminded Lautenberg that her fiduciary obligations had to be 

to the Westport DTC first, not to promoting the selfish personal interests of her closest Westport 

friend.  Plaintiff privately reminded Lautenberg that cronyism contravenes what the Democratic 

party’s ideals.  Lautenberg admitted she had discussed her plan (to promote Steinberg for First 

Selectman so that Kane could seek his State Representative job) with  Newman, but defensively 

claimed that she had since become convinced of Newman’s insights about Steinberg’s dim 

prospects.   

37. Lautenberg represented to plaintiff that Lautenberg told Kane that she realized 

Steinberg would not win, and that they should not pursue their plan.  

38. Lautenberg repeatedly told plaintiff to ask Kane to confirm that Lautenberg told 

Kane that she now realized Jonathan could not win, and that they should not engage in this 

arrangement.   

39. Despite Lautenberg’s above representations to the contrary, Lautenberg 

continued corrupting what should be a fair process. 

40. Upon information and belief, Kane continued to urge Lautenberg that they 

pursue the biased arrangement that she had suggested.  
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41. Upon information and belief, Kane discussed with Lautenberg having Kane 

placed on the Nominations Committee, so she could persuade committee members that Steinberg 

was the most qualified, and then have Steinberg -- in a pre-arranged quid pro quo -- endorse 

Kane for his seat, after Lautenberg appointed a nominations committee guaranteed to nominate 

Kane. Steinberg agreed to endorse Kane for his position if she helped him stack and convince the 

Nominations Committee to choose him as the First Selectman candidate. 

42. When Newman discussed with plaintiff her concerns about the manipulation of 

the process going on, and how the DTC’s interests in electing candidates who could win should 

be treated with more concern than Kane’s personal political interests, Newman stated that she 

had decided to “think about herself.”  When plaintiff inquired what that meant, Newman 

explained she had her own future political interests to think about; Kane had placed a number of 

her followers in places of leadership on the DTC, including the DTC Chair.   Lautenberg was 

determined to pursue a cronyistic plan that promoted her friend, Kane.  Newman would have 

more influence if Steinberg were the eventual nominee.  She said that the decision was baked-in, 

and it was not to her personal benefit to fight the inevitable.  

43. Lautenberg’s actions indicated that Lautenberg understood that many knew 

Kane wanted Steinberg’s job and that, therefore, putting Kane on the committee posed an 

appearance problem because of Kane’s conflict of interest.   

44. In Lautenberg’s attempt to feign concern about the appearance of impropriety 

presented by Lautenberg placing someone on the Nominations Committee who openly sought 

one of the potential candidate’s state jobs (and who therefore wanted Steinberg to win the 

Selectman nomination), Lautenberg told candidates and others on the committee that Kane would 

participate in interviews, would caucus with the committee, but would not vote as part of the 
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Nominations Committee.  However, Nominations Committee members do not traditionally cast 

an actual vote. Thus, in actuality, allowing Kane to fully participate in interviews and to caucus 

and persuade other committee members created the same problems and presented the very same 

conflict of interest.   

45. DTC members and candidates expressed concern that Lautenberg proved 

obtuse to the importance of the need of the committee to appear objective.   

46. One candidate complained that Lautenberg was tone-deaf to the appearance of 

impropriety that she was creating in also naming Steinberg’s campaign manager, Newman, to the 

nominations committee, as well as Kane, who had a clear conflict of interest. Ex. D 

47. All four other candidates, other than Steinberg, complained about the fairness 

of the selection process when they learned about who was appointed to the committee, 

experienced and heard the questions asked, and saw the result that one of the least likely 

candidates to prevail was selected.  

C. Complaints by Other Democrats About the Corrupt and Unfair Selection Process 
That Lautenberg Employed 
 

48.  One candidate submitted a written complaint making clear that the DTC leadership 

failed by pursuing a biased approach.  He made clear that Lautenberg, Newman and others 

presented leadership problems that resulted in none of the non-selected candidates having 

confidence in the fairness of the process.  (See O’Day letter, Ex. D).   

49. O’Day cited the discomfort -- while he claimed Kane glared at him --of being 

asked multiple questions during his interview about why he had in the past publicly opposed 

Kane in her last two failed races.  He explained that he was hobbled in explaining openly his 

desired response, which was he was merely like most Westporters who did not believe she is 
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competent for town-wide office.   His view was that she repeatedly lost –- not because of the lack 

of loyalty of Democrats like himself – but because of her own lack of experience and merit. 

50. O’Day wrote to the DTC about the appearance of impropriety of having both 

Steinberg’s longstanding Campaign Chair, Newman, and conflicted Kane on the Nominations 

Committee. Ex. D.    

51. O’Day implied in his written complaint to the DTC membership and elsewhere 

that these clear conflicts reflected a lack of ethics, discernment and leadership on Lautenberg’s 

and the DTC leadership’s part. Id.  

52. Another Democratic town leader, Danielle Dobin, complained to DTC 

members about the inanity and ham-handedness of the selection process for P&Z candidates.  

She complained about the process Lautenberg employed that resulted in breaking up the winning 

Democratic team of P&Z officials.   

53. Dobin pointed out that the candidate Lautenberg’s nominations committee 

chose would not be endorsed by the third party, Save Westport Now.  Such third-party 

endorsement was historically required for the Democrats to win the majority of the P&Z and to 

secure the chairmanship of the P&Z.   

54. However, other DTC members opined that, because Newman had a toxic 

relationship with Dobin and was more interested in pursuing a vendetta against her than helping 

Democrats win, Lautenberg and Newman again pursued an approach that was selfish and 

personal, instead of in the best interests of Democrats or the DTC. 

55. Upon hearing from multiple candidates about the unfairness of the process, a 

Westport Democrat, Johnson, decided to remind DTC members that the DTC Nominations 
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Committee only had the power of suggestion and that a candidate only became the DTC-

endorsed nominee after the Democratic caucus was held in late July.  

56. Johnson had formerly served in elected office and had previously withdrawn 

from the DTC because of the personalized and cruel treatment of her by Kane and Lautenberg.   

57. Johnson wrote to more than a dozen DTC members reminding them it was the 

whole DTC at the July caucus that actually had the power to choose the DTC-endorsed candidate.  

Ex. F.  She wrote that, given in her opinion that the Nominations Committee appeared appointed 

for the purpose to be weighted in favor of Steinberg, she cautioned waiting until the caucus, as 

that is the time and the venue when the Westport candidates will be selected under the State 

Central Rules. Id.   

58. Johnson reminded DTC members that a candidate selected by the nominations 

committee was not actually a “DTC-endorsed candidate” under State Central Rules until the 

DTC-wide caucus in late July. Id.   

59. Steinberg’s response to Johnson’s letter was so reactive, retaliatory, 

uncontrolled and irresponsible, that it caused alarm among Democrats, who became concerned as 

a result with his emotional stability and fitness to work in an office situation with hundreds of 

Town employees reporting to him. 

D. Steinberg’s Explosive, Defamatory Responses  

60.  Upon reading Johnson’s email, Steinberg called Johnson and left an 

inappropriate voicemail for her.  A copy of that voicemail is in plaintiff’s possession.   

61. Steinberg’s phone conversations and text correspondence with Johnson 

revealed showed bad judgment and were untrue and defamatory.  
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62. In Steinberg’s voicemail message left on May 19, 2021, he falsely and 

defamatorily told Johnson that her email setting forth State Central rules amounted to “spreading 

Kristan’s lies.” He falsely and defamatorily claimed that Johnson “betrayed” him by telling 

RTMers what the correct State Central Rules were. 

63. On May 20th, Steinberg told Johnson that informing DTCers about the correct 

rules for becoming a nominee could hurt his nomination and that it was a betrayal of him.  This 

can only mean that it was a betrayal of him because he needed DTC members to believe the 

falsehood that the Nominations Committee’s suggestion had more weight than a mere suggestion.  

He wanted DTC members to believe he was the DTC-endorsed nominee.   

64. In furtherance of this conspiracy with the DTC leadership to mislead DTC 

members that the Nominations Committee’s mere suggestions somehow rendered a candidate the 

DTC-endorsed candidate, Steinberg lied to Dan Woog, the editor of the local paper/blog 

“06880.”   

65. Steinberg claimed to Woog that his nomination as the DTC-endorsed candidate 

was now “set,” and that Steinberg was now the official nominee, and that the two candidates 

facing off in November were now determined to be Tooker and Steinberg. Ex. G.   

66. Steinberg’s claims to Woog were the actual lies, not Johnson’s assertions about 

the process.  Johnson’s assertions in her email were the actual truth, which Steinberg does not 

want DTC members to know.  He wants them to believe the false narrative that they serve merely 

a rubber-stamp function for the Nominations Committee. 
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67. After Woog spoke to the Westport Registrar of Voters, Marla Cowden, and 

learned the truth about the process and that Steinberg was not the DTC-endorsed nominee, Woog 

issued a correction on his Blog.  

68. After the Woog Blog correction was issued, Ex. H, DTC officers Newman and 

Lautenberg instead posted in the Westport DTC social media news the false original story, not 

the corrected version.  Ex. I. This action corroborated that they were conspiring with Steinberg to 

perpetuate a fraud on DTC voters, by misinforming them of the process. 

69. Because of the incendiary nature of Steinberg’s defamatory comments on May 

19, 2001 that plaintiff and Johnson were ‘spreading lies” about the DTC nomination process and 

about Jonathan, Johnson called Steinberg on May 20, 2021, to try to discuss what he believed the 

lies were, and what Steinberg’s basis was to claim that Johnson’s information about the process 

came from plaintiff, and that the information was a lie.   

70. On May 20, 2021, Steinberg continued to claim to Johnson that plaintiff was a 

liar, had lied about the process as part of some unnamed ‘agenda’ that plaintiff allegedly had and 

that the information being spread allegedly by plaintiff and Johnson about the July caucus was ‘a 

lie”.  

71. Johnson asked Steinberg what the alleged “lie” was in her letter, because it 

merely reflected a correct summary of the process to become a DTC-endorsed candidate under 

State Central’s rules.  

72. Steinberg confirmed he could not identify what was untruthful about it.  Nor 

could Steinberg support his untruthful claim that Johnson’s letter was part of some ‘agenda’ by 
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plaintiff, or that Johnson’s alleged “lie” came from plaintiff. He essentially acknowledged his 

assertions were based on speculation. 

73. On May 20, 2021, Steinberg made other false, defamatory statements to 

Johnson and others that plaintiff’s agenda was to “splinter[] the DTC.” 

74. On May 20, 2021, Steinberg wrote other false, defamatory statements to 

Johnson and others that the “story with Kristan goes back six months with many warnings.  Some 

of your language was virtually consistent with what Kristan has been saying.” That assertion was 

false and defamatory. In fact, there had been no prior warnings to plaintiff starting six months 

ago or at any time prior to May 20, 2021 that plaintiff was not allowed to tell people about the 

correct process or express concerns about the fairness of the Nominations Committee process.   

75. Moreover, Steinberg’s claim that the language in Johnson’s letter was “virtually 

consistent with what Kristan” has been saying for the last six months is entirely false.  All 

Steinberg’s claims to Johnson and others on May 20, 2021 about plaintiff, her actions and her 

motives were false and defamatory. 

76. Johnson pointed out that she and plaintiff had both supported Steinberg’s 

efforts to contest the fairness of the Westport DTC nominations process eight years earlier in 

2013, when Steinberg was the disappointed candidate.  Johnson argued that candidates were 

always entitled to contest the objectivity of the nominations committee, which only has 

recommendation power for a reason—it is a committee appointed by one person who may have 

known or unknown or unrecognized implicit biases.  It is a committee which constitutes about 

only one-eighth of the entire DTC.  The entire DTC retains the sole right to make the decision 
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about who becomes the DTC-endorsed candidate.  Johnson reasoned that pointing out the correct 

process was fair when Steinberg did it eight years ago, and was fair in 2021.   

77. In the course of phone calls with Johnson, Steinberg, however, continued to try 

to intimidate and bully Johnson with an argument that it is okay for him to contest the process 

when it does not work out for him, as in 2013.  But when it does work out for him with a 

committee weighted in his favor, then any talk of process and fairness amounts to treason.   

78. In essence, Steinberg argued to Johnson that when he had the benefit in 2021 of 

his campaign chair (Newman) sitting on the nominations committee, a person with a vested 

interest in him running for First Selectman so she can take his state seat (Kane) sitting on the 

committee,  a person vested in helping Kane’s agenda sitting on the committee (Lautenberg), and 

two people who already stated in advance that they favor Steinberg (Nevas and Friedman) sitting 

on the committee, any discussion by Johnson that she understands the fairness concerns of the 

disappointed candidates constitutes treason, a betrayal and amounts to an effort to support an 

“agenda” to “splinter the DTC.” 

79. Steinberg’s petulant and thin-skinned tirade with Johnson became unhinged 

from reason.  Johnson finally texted Steinberg that his communications reflect his view that he 

and the DTC should stop anyone voicing concerns about fair procedures that do not square with 

Steinberg’s personal ambitions.  Johnson said she found Steinberg’s communications and 

conduct to be “scary.”  

80. All of Steinberg’s above-described allegations about plaintiff’s conduct and 

motives were false. 
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81. Steinberg’s inappropriate retaliatory, bullying conduct did not end there.  He 

continued to attempt to bully members of the Democratic community and to lie and defame 

plaintiff, with absolutely no provocation from plaintiff to justify Steinberg’s false blaming of 

plaintiff for the views of others. 

82. Steinberg wrote to Sal Liccione on May 20, 2021, and informed him that 

plaintiff has “manipulated” Johnson.  This was false and defamatory. 

83. Steinberg wrote to Sal Liccione on May 20, 2021 and claimed that Liccione’s 

expressed views that plaintiff was open, inviting, and a great co-chair of the Communications 

Strategy Committee (“CS Committee”) was an effort to make things worse by “encouraging  

Kristan and [First Selectman candidate] Sheri.”  Apparently, Steinberg remained so unhinged, 

that he thought that persons who worked with plaintiff on the CS committee and felt she was fair, 

open, inviting and inclusive were undermining the DTC, and it was part of some plot to support 

Sheri Gordon’s candidacy.  Steinberg’s allegations were based on unhinged imaginings and had 

nothing to do with reality.  His allegations about plaintiff were false, misleading and unjustified.   

84. Steinberg wrote Sal Liccione on May 20, 2021 that people who wanted DTC 

members to know accurate facts about the process to become a DTC-endorsed candidate as set 

forth in State Central rules were “helping Jen and Kristan” and this “hurts the DTC and my 

campaign.”  

85. Steinberg’s stated view that his personal political ambitions were 

indistinguishable from that of the DTC was a breathtaking admission of Steinberg’s arrogance, 

sense of entitlement, lack of objectivity and failure to understand that he is not the DTC; the DTC 

is bigger than any one candidate’s personal interests.  
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86. Steinberg’s acknowledgement that telling the truth about the correct process 

would “hurt” his “campaign” was an implicit acknowledgement that a fair process before the 

whole DTC would not have resulted in his selection. 

87. Steinberg once again defamed plaintiff by claiming to Liccione in writing on 

May 20, 2021 that plaintiff was somehow behind a discussion of a correct process as a means of 

helping Sheri Gordon. In fact, Gordon was not even plaintiff’s preferred candidate for First 

Selectman in 2021 and plaintiff’s concerns regarding fair processes were not aimed at promoting 

any particular candidate.  Again, Steinberg’s conspiracy theories and claims were defamatory, 

baseless, unhinged, and speculative.   

88. Steinberg bullied and threatened Sal Liccione by warning him ominously in 

writing in a text message on May, 20, 2021, to “be very careful who you support and who you 

criticize.” 

89. Steinberg lied and defamed plaintiff in writing to Sal Liccione on May 20, 

2021, and in communications with others that “Kristan is intent on destroying the DTC and our 

candidates.” Steinberg’s allegations were false and defamatory.   

90. Plaintiff has in fact worked tireless and selflessly over fourteen years to 

promote all DTC candidates and has never taken any action ever to destroy any DTC candidates; 

quite the opposite.  Plaintiff has never harbored even a thought—much less an alleged “intent on 

destroying the DTC” and/or the DTC’s endorsed candidates.  There has never once in the 

fourteen years, prior to the text message sent by Steinberg, been a single incident or moment in 

which plaintiff has worked or intended to undermine a DTC-endorsed candidate.  Steinberg’s 

comments were libelous, unhinged from reality, evidence of his paranoid ideations, and baseless. 
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91. Indeed, unlike Steinberg, Kane and Newman, plaintiff’s efforts on behalf of the 

DTC have always been selfless.  

92. Plaintiff has advocated following State Central Rules and Westport DTC 

Bylaws because of her sincere belief that those rules are in the best interest of the general DTC.  

Steinberg’s and Kane’s ideas about what is ‘best for the DTC” is what is best for them 

personally, and they have advocated mowing over the established rules in their personal, selfish 

quests for office. 

93. Steinberg’s conduct in defamatorily savaging committed Democrats like 

plaintiff shocked those privy to his written communications and oral tirades.  

94. This conduct caused concern that Steinberg was unstable and that his 

employers’ prior assessments of his explosive temper, ‘anger management issues’ and 

unsuitability for an office environment remained correct 

95. Democrats aware of his communications became concerned that he has proven 

himself unfit to maintain an office in which hundreds of Town employees would report to him, 

just as his prior employers had found, which rendered him unemployable in his chosen profession 

of marketing during the last fourteen years.   Democrats now became concerned that it would be 

scary to see how volatile and savage the retaliation against Town employees could be against any 

Town employees who voice a contrary view to the views favoring Steinberg. 
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E. Newman’s Defamatory Comments 

96. Newman is a local resident who sought an open spot on the DTC as Secretary, 

for which no one else contemporaneously applied after Friedman withdrew and ran for vice chair. 

97. Despite the fact that there were no other contenders for the spot, the DTC 

Chair, Lautenberg, resisted including Newman as a potential officer.  In plaintiff’s backyard one 

evening, Lautenberg explained to plaintiff that she did not think that Newman was “officer 

material” because Newman had such an extreme reputation in the community for divisiveness 

and toxicity.   

98. Although Lautenberg was correct about Newman’s reputation with some, 

Plaintiff nonetheless agreed to Newman’s request to plaintiff that plaintiff nominate Newman to 

the position.  Plaintiff did so on the grounds that, inter alia, there were no other candidates for the 

spot.  Plaintiff nominated Newman, and by default, Newman got the spot as Secretary. 

99. By the summer of 2020, Newman was bragging to plaintiff how Lautenberg 

was “only as good as the last person in her ear” and that her new role allowed her to be ‘always in 

Lautenberg’s ear.’   

100. Newman bragged to plaintiff in September 2020 that the officers had not even 

seated an Executive Committee (despite State Central rules that an Executive Committee must 

have been elected and in place by March/April 2020).  This allowed Newman to promote 

positions to Lautenberg without the normal democratic checks and balance procedures in place.   
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101. Newman claimed to plaintiff in August and September 2020 that she was 

effectively running the DTC.  She described how, every Tuesday, she had calls with Lautenberg.  

Prior to that, Newman claimed she routinely called Vice Chair Friedman to get him on the same 

page regarding whatever she would planned to promote to Lautenberg.  Newman described to 

plaintiff that Friedman was malleable and grateful for the crumbs of her friendship and easily 

manipulated in the calls Newman made to him before she and Friedman presented a joint position 

to Lautenberg. 

102. By the summer of 2020, Newman explained to plaintiff that she perceived that 

Lautenberg saw her role as promoting Kane’s interests.  

103. Newman knew that plaintiff thought the DTC had to be about what was best for 

the DTC and Democrats in the town, and that cronyistic considerations and support for 

candidates (such as Kane) who Westporters had repeatedly rejected for town-wide office was 

inconsistent with the best interests of the Democratic party. 

104. Numerous DTC and town members began reporting (including to plaintiff) in 

the autumn of 2020 that Newman was making derogatory statements against plaintiff.  Upon 

information and belief, she did so in order to endear herself with Kane and Kanes’s small coterie 

of supporters in town and those Kane had placed on the DTC, and in retaliation for plaintiff’s 

opposition to Newman’s advocacy for a measure that would essentially irresponsibly admit to 

legal liability in suits against the Town of Westport. 

105. Despite the fact that plaintiff had worked tirelessly for Steinberg in the past and 

devoted generously her time to his campaigns and to fundraisers, Newman began a false narrative 
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against plaintiff, which she shared with Steinberg, Friedman, Lautenberg and others.  Newman 

claimed that plaintiff opposed Steinberg, which was untrue. 

106. Newman additionally harbored retaliatory animus against plaintiff because 

plaintiff would not go along with Newman’s plan to savage Jen Tooker in the press, based on 

Tooker’s attenuated relationship with a newcomer to the RTC who had supported Donald Trump.  

107. On May 10, 2021, Newman claimed before the Executive Committee of the 

DTC, which included Carolanne Curry, Wendy Batteau, Michael Gordon, Lauren Soloff, 

Jonathon Steinberg (an unelected member illegally seated as a member of the Executive 

Committee by Lautenberg), Robin Weinberg, Michael Kaplan,  Melissa Kane (an unelected 

member illegally seated as a member of the Executive Committee by Lautenberg), Nancy 

Axthelm, Daniel Roberti, Peter Propp, Alan Shinbaum, Ellen Lautenberg, Mark Friedman, and 

Lisa Newman, the following false and defamatory statements:  that plaintiff was trying to 

undermine the DTC’s candidates, that the plaintiff was a liar and a bully who mistreated her CS 

Committee members, that there were people who did not want to join the DTC because of 

plaintiff and that the members of plaintiff’s committee (which plaintiff chaired) felt plaintiff was 

not inclusive, and did not want to listen to others’ views.  Newman told the above Executive 

Committee members that plaintiff would refuse to do her job as Communications Strategy Chair 

because plaintiff was promoting a false claim about the bias of the Nominations Committee.   

108. Steinberg joined Newman in making these false allegations.  None of these 

statements set forth in paragraph 107 were true.  They were all baseless, false and defamatory. 

 
 
 
 



24  

COUNT I 
DEFAMATION AGAINST STEINBERG 

 
109. Plaintiff repeats the allegations in paragraph 1 through 108, as though fully set 

forth herein. 

110. Defendant Steinberg published the above-described defamatory statements 

against plaintiff; 

111. The defamatory statements identified the plaintiff to third persons, as described 

above; 

112. The defamatory statements were published to third persons, as described above;  

113. The plaintiff’s reputation suffered injury as a result of the statement. 

114. Plaintiff is entitled to such compensatory and other damages as are to be 

established at trial. 

115. Plaintiff is entitled to an award of compensatory and punitive damages, to be 

determined at trial. 

COUNT II 
DEFAMATION AGAINST NEWMAN 

 
116. Plaintiff repeats the allegations in paragraph 1 through 115, as though fully set 

forth herein. 

117. Defendant Newman published the above-described defamatory statements 

against plaintiff, as described above; 

118. The defamatory statements identified the plaintiff to third persons, as described 

above; 

119. The defamatory statements were published to third persons, as described above;  

120. Plaintiff’s reputation suffered injury as a result of the statement.  
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121. Plaintiff is entitled to such compensatory and other damages as are to be 

established at trial. 

122. Plaintiff is entitled to an award of compensatory and punitive damages, to be 
determined at trial. 

 
 

COUNT III 
FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION AGAINST STEINBERG 

 
123. Plaintiff repeats the allegations in paragraph 1 through 122, as though fully set 

forth herein. 

124. As described above, Steinberg made false representations about his resume, 

work history and employment as if statements of fact, and published such falsehoods; 

125. The statements were untrue and known to be so by Steinberg;  

126. The statement was made with the intent of inducing reliance thereon; and  

127. Plaintiff and others relied on the statement to their detriment.  

128. Plaintiff is entitled to such compensatory and other damages as are to be 

established at trial. 

129. Plaintiff is entitled to an award of compensatory and punitive damages, to be 

determined at trial. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
 

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFF prays as follows: 
1. For such nominal, compensatory, statutory, liquidated, exemplary 

and punitive damages as shall be found at trial, together with 

appropriate equitable relief; 

2. For attorney’s fees, costs associated with this action, expert fees and 

prejudgment and post-judgment interest; 

3. Enjoining and permanently restraining these violations; 



26  

 
4. For consequential damages; 

 
5. For pain, suffering, emotional distress and humiliation; 

 
6. For treble damages; 

 
7. For such other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 
JURY DEMANDED BY PLAINTIFF 

 
Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury in this action. 
 

STATEMENT OF AMOUNT IN DEMAND 
 

Plaintiff claims damages well in excess of $15,000. 
 

VERIFICATION OF AMENDED COMPLAINT: 
 
I, KRISTAN HAMLIN, have read the above allegations and do verify that they are true 

and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
 

___Kristan Hamlin /s/ 
Kristan Hamlin   
Dated: July 3, 2021 

 

Respectfully Submitted,  
by: William Lalor / 441549 
LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM P. LALOR, 

PLLC 
23 Hubbard Road,  
Wilton, CT 06897 
646.818.9870 
wlalor@lalorattorneys.com 
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